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ST. JOHN'S LAW REVIEW
meaning.7 Where, in an action for imputation of unchastity or
immorality, or where the alleged libelous words are susceptible of
various meanings, one being lack of chastity, the words charged are
actionable only by reason of extraneous facts, these facts must be
averred so as to show that an actionable charge has been imputed.8
This is accomplished by properly alleging those extrinsic facts and
circumstances in the past and present relations of the parties, or the
facts surrounding the publication, by which the jury shall be justified
in giving to words, not ordinarily actionable, a libelous signification.9
However, the meaning of the words cannot be extended by innuendo
beyond their natural import, aided by reference to the extrinsic facts
with which they may be connected. 10 The words must be construed
in the sense which hearers of common and reasonable understanding
would ascribe to them, even though particular individuals, better
informed on the matter alluded to, might form a different judgment
on the subject."
In general, the right to an action for libel, where special damages
are not sought, depends upon a publication of matter affecting the
reputation of the plaintiff, of that character which is defined by law as
necessarily causing actionable damage, made or authorized by defen-
dant in violation of a legal duty.
C. M. DE P.
MARRIAGE-FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATIONS-REOVERY OF
DAMAGES.-After having avoided her marriage on the ground of
fraud, the plaintiff brought this action against the father and sister of
her former husband for false representations. The fraud alleged in
this case concerned the state of health and the moral habits of her
then prospective husband. A suspicion arose in the minds of the
plaintiff and her family that the groom had been suffering with some
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RECENT DECISIONS
ailment. Upon asking the defendants in this action regarding the
health and habits of the young man they were assured that he had
never been ill, was a well lad, and that he had no bad habits known
to them; whereas, in fact, they both knew he had tuberculosis and
was a drug addict. Held, plaintiff may recover exemplary as well as
compensatory damages and she is not limited to her pecuniary loss.
Leventhal v. Libermnan, et al., 262 N. Y. 209, 186 N. E. 675 (1933).
The annulment of a marriage may be justified upon proof show-
ing that spouses did not voluntarily cohabit with full knowledge of
facts and circumstances.'
It is a general rule that a wife may not maintain an action
against a husband, nor a husband against a wife for personal injuries,
whether negligent or willful.2 The decree of annulment destroyed
the marriage from the beginning,3 as a source of rights and duties,
but whether this would take the case out of the above rule is not
under consideration. The question is whether the action may be
maintained against the father and sister for false representations.
The rule has been well settled that an action of this nature for fraud
in inducing one to marry another, may be maintained. 4 The mis-
representation of a material fact was made with the intention of
inducing the plaintiff to enter into a marriage which she might never
have consented to, had she known all the facts.5
The annulment decree, while relieving the plaintiff for the future,
did not and could not make up for past suffering and affliction. 6 The
pecuniary loss is by no means the limit of damage in such a case as
this.7 The plaintiff, beside any direct pecuniary loss,8 may have the
jury consider as bearing upon the question of damage the fact that
she has changed her status as a single woman, has suffered humilia-
tion, disgrace, and mental anguish and that she has also been deprived
of the society, comfort, and attention of a well man. These must all
be considered in arriving at the amount of damages.9
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